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The  Park  Square  Coiranittee  is  an  informal  organization  of 
10  property  owners  and  6  3  tenants  motivated  by  a  common  concern 
for  the  future  of  the  Park  Square  area.   It  is  a  diffuse  group 
of  individuals  and  interests  who  are  affected  in  different  ways 
by  this  proposal.   Therefore,  as  to  this  plan,  or  some  other, 
they  may  in  some  respects  have  divergent  views .   But  they  are 
also  responsible,  hardworking  citizens  who  are  prepared  to 
balance  their  own  interests  against  those  of  the  good  of  the 
city  as  a  whole. 

The  Park  Square  Committee  is  prepared  to  work  with 
the  Mayor  of  the  city  of  Boston,  with  other  responsible  city 
officials,  including  the  City  Council  and  with  other  civic 
groups  and  private  developers  to  upgrade,  improve,  rehabilitate 
and  where  possible  to  rebuild  the  Park  Square  area  known 
as  Parcels  A  through  C.   Its  members  are  prepared  to  do  so 
even  if  in  some  instances  this  may  mean  their  relocation  or 
may  call  for  investments  of  private  capital  as  the  case  may 
be.   They  make  this  commitment  provided  that  the  redevelopment 
plan  formulated  is : 

-consistent  with  the  state  and  federal  constitutions 

and  existing  statutes ; 
-is  fair  and  equitable; 

-affords  them  reasonable  compensation  and  protection; 
-and  in  the  event  of  takings  that  they  be  executed  within 
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a  reasonable  period  of  time; 
-and  that  whatever  is  undertaken  is  for  A  LAWFUL  PUBLIC 

PURPOSE. 
The  members  of  the  Park  Square  Committee  do  not  stand  in 
direct  opposition  to  redevelopment;  however,  they  believe  the 
present  plan  is  illegal,  unworkable,  and  not  in  the  public  interesi 

OBJECTIVES 

There  are  five  stated  "basic  objectives"  of  the  BRA's 
plan,  som.e  of  which  fail  to  qualify  as  valid  public  purposes 
and  some  of  which  will  not  even  be  achieved  by  the  proposal. 

These  "basic  objectives"  are: 

"a.   To  provide  a  new  "intown"  residential  coirimunity 
in  the  heart  of  the  City." 

What  sort  of  community?   A  luxury  apartment  complex, 
scaled  from  $330  to  $770  per  apartment.   Whom  does  this  benefit? 
What  does  this  do  for  the  thousands  in  Boston  struggling  with 
excessive  rents  and  inadequate  housing?   We  see  little  public 
purpose  here. 

"b.   To  provide  a  higher  economic  use  to  replace  an 
existing  underutilized  area. " 

This  is  not  a  public  purpose  recognized  by  any  of  the 
enabling  statutes,.   Any  piece  of  property  can  be  more  fully 
utilized. 

cont'd 
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The  homes  of  Beacon  Hill--or  Jamaica  Plain — could  be  apartment 
houses;  a  five-story  office  building  could  be  ten,  a  ten-story 
could  be  twenty.   If  the  city  buys  this  "public  purpose,"  no 
property  is  safe. 

"c.   To  eliminate  blighted  conditions." 

The  area  of  Parcels  A,  B  and  C  is  not  blighted.   It  is  not 
blighted  to  the  unaided  eye  of  a  reasonable  onlooker,  and  it  is 
not  blighted  according  to  the  standarri=:  which  the  ERA  itself  is  purport- 
ing to  use.   There  may  be  blight  in  parcels  D  and  E,  but  this 

plan  does  not  pretend  to  do  anything  to  or  for  D  and  E.  Parcel?  D  &  E 

(including  the  "Combat  Zone"  and  the  "Hinge  Block") 

/are  a  red  herring,  a  subterfuge  to  sell  a  bill  of  goods  to  the 

city.   The  absence  of  blight  in  Parcels  A  through  C  destroys 
the  very  foundations  of  this  supposed  plan,  eliminates  any 
vestige  of  public  purpose,  and  renders  the  whole,  even  if  approved, 
unconstitutional  both  under  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions, 
and  illegal  under  the  laws  of  the  Commonwealth.   If  this  determin- 
ation of  blight  remains  unchallenged,  no  area  of  the  city  is  safe. 

"d.   To  increase  the  tax  revenue  by  a  more  intensive 
development  of  the  area." 

The  increase  in  taxes  offered  by  the  BRA  as  the  inducement 
for  the  approval  of  this  plan  is  inaccurate.   The  ultimate  tax 
projected  is  less  than  one-fifth  of  what  it  ought  to  be,  and  the 
"deal"  regarding  taxes  will  be  an  illegal  one,  open  to  attack  by 
any  taxpayer  in  the  city.   Worse  yet,  it  is  almost  certain  that 
under  this  scheme,  the  city  will  not  see  even  the  pittance  which 
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the  proposers  are  waiving  before  it. 

"e.   To  prevent  the  haphazard  redevelopment  of  this 
important  sector  v/hich  would  occur  through  unplanned  renewal 
based  upon  the  present  street  layout  and  pattern  of  privately- 
owned  parcels." 

This  objective  is  closest  to  a  legitimate  public  purpose — 
correcting  an  admittedly  deficient  street  layout.   But  this  is 
like  using  a  howitzer  to  kill  a  mouse.   The  assumption  upon 
which  this  "objective"  is  based  is  that  private  sources  will 
redevelop  this  area.   No  reason  appears  V7hy  the  BRA  cannot, 
through  limited  private  redevelopment,  correct  this  problem 
without  evicting  455  businesses  over  a  35-acre  tract. 
BLIGHT 

In  summary  it  can  be  categorically  stated  that  parcels 
A,  B  and  C  are  not  blighted  or  decadent  within  the  framework 
of  Chapter  121-B  of  the  lav7s  of  Massachusetts.   It  can  also 
be  shown  that  the  area  does  not  meet  the  Federal  guidelines  for 
blight;  and  that  the  BPA.'s  determination  of  blight  was  made 
arbitrarily  and  is  open  to  challenge  in  the  courts. 

Much  has  been  made  of  a  supposed  drop  in  assessed  valuation. 
Yet  in  the  last  ten  years  the  assessment  of  each  of  the  three  : 
parcels  has  gone  up.  In  1961,  their  total  assessed  value  was 
$11,890,500.   In  1971  it  is  $13,414,800.   The  largest  single 
drop  in  assessed  value  in  that  period  in  the  three  parcels  has 
been  in  the  Little  Building  —  from  $1,690,000  in  1961  to  $1,300,000 
today.   Yet  this  is  a  building  which  the  Authority  calls  standard 
and  does  not  intend  to  take.   Thus,  despite  the  clearing  of  som.e 
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land  and  the  degeneration  of  the  Bus  Station  (soon  to  be  re- 
located, presumably,  with  or  without  this  plan),  the  assessed 
valuation  has  increased  —  surely  not  a  sign  of  decadence. 

The  BRA  stated  that  the  present  taxes  generated  by  Parcels 
A,B,  and  C  were  1.2  million  dollars.   They  are  in  fact,  for  1971, 
$2,274,000  —  an  error  factor  of  over  80%.   The  economic  picture 
painted  has  been  made  unnecessarily  dismal. 

It  is  apparent  why  parcels  D  and  E  were  included  in  the 
plan:   that  is  where  the  buildings  warranting  demolition  are 
located.   They  are  included  to  sell  the  plan  to  the  city  and 
to  drag  down  the  healthy  areas  by  averaging  them  in  with  the 
"Cancer  of  the  City"  as  it  has  been  aptly  described. 

If  we  turn  to  parcels  A,    B,  and  C,  however  -   those  slated 
by  the  BRA  for  redevelopment,  there  are  only  15  buildings  described 
as  warranting  demolition.   Most  of  these  are  in  parcel  C. 

One  of  these  is  the  bus  station.   If  the  South  Station 
project  is  ever  finished,  the  bus  terminal  will  be  relocated 
anyway,  leaving  a  large  tract  for  a  substantial  building.   It 
will  hardly  take  the  proposed  plan  to  remove  it. 

Some  of  the  buildings  could  not  be  classified  as  warrant- 
ing demolition  by  any  person  who  has  seen  them.   The  Women's 
Educational  and  Industrial  Union  is  a  fine  example  of  an  old 
bow-front  Boston  residence.   Its  facade  is  in  exemplary  repair 
and  inside  it  is  in  fine  shape.   If  it  warrants  demolition,  then 
so  do  the  best  and  most  characteristic  areas  of  Beacon  Hill  and 
the  Back  Bay.   It  has  remained  at  a  constant  assessment  of  $39  3,000 
(although  it  is  tax-exempt)  for  at  least  the  last  10  years. 
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Another  building  classified  as  warranting  clearance  is 
the  Avis  Rental  Agency.   Certainly  there  are  no  apparent 
structural  defects  in  this  relatively  new  and  certainly  spot- 
less building. 

On  Townsend  Place  is  the  home  of  Duncan  Reid,  the  only 
private  residence  in  the  project.   It  too  is  in  excellent 
health — enjoying  the  same  vigorous  old  age  that  is  enjoyed  by 
the  most  distinctive  homes  in  the  city.   The  assessment  on  this 
property  was  recently  raised  by  62.5%  (from  $8,000  to  $13,000). 
Yet  this  too  is  determined  by  the  BPvA  to  warrant  clearance. 

We  have  not  had  tha  time  or  resources  to  examine  all 
of  the  buildings  in  Parcels  A  through  C.  The  Authority  has 
claimed  that  15  of  71,  or  21%,  warrant  demolition.   We  have 
suggested  three  that  no  reasonable  man  ■ —  or  engineer  —  could 
so  classify;  that  leaves  12,  or  under  17%.   The  present 
classification  of  these  buildings  is  arbitrary,  capricious, 
unreasonable,  and  in  bad  faith  --  and  subject  to  Court  attack. 

The  most  complete  and  up-to-date  source  of  the  Federal 
Guidelines ,  on  which  the  BRA  bases  its  determination  that 
parcels  A,  B,  and  C  warrant  clearance,  is  the  Urban  Renewal 
Handbook,  available  in  the  area  offices  of  the  Department  of 
H.U.D.   Under  "Area  Eligibility,"  it  states  that  to  qualify 
for  urban  renewal  assistance  (as  opposed  to  clearance,  which 
has  stricter  standards) ,  "At  least  20%  of  the  buildings  in  the 
area  must  contain  at  least  two  environmental  deficiencies." 
Building  deficiencies  listed,  without  further  definition  are: 


"1.   Defects  to  a  point  requiring  clearance. 

2.  Deteriorating  conditions  because  of  a  defect  not 
correctable  by  normal  maintenance. 

3.  Extensive  minor  defects  which,  taken  collectively, 
are  causing  the  building  to  have  a  deteriorating  effect  on 
the  surrounding  area. 

4.  Inadequate  original  construction. 

5.  Inadequate  or  unsafe  plumbing,  heating  or  electrical 
facilities. 

6.  Other  equally  significant  defects. 
Environmental  Deficiencies  are: 

1.  Overcrowding  or  improper  location  of  structures 
on  the  land.   (We  don't  have  this  on  parcels  A,  B  and  C.) 

2.  Exeessive  dv/elling  unit  density.   (We  certainly 
don't  have  this). 

3.  Conversions  to  incompatible  types  of  uses,  such 

as  rooming  houses  among  family  dwellings.   (We  don't  have  this; 
if  the  uses  are  now  incompatible,  BRA  intends  to  perpetuate 
some  mixture  of  uses). 

4.  Obsolete  building  types,  such  as  large  residences  or 
other  buildings  which  through  lack  of  use  or  maintenance  have 

a  blighting  influence.   (We  don't  have  this). 

5.  Detrimental  land  uses  or  conditions,  such  as 
incompatible  uses,  structures  in  mixed  uses,  or  adverse  influ- 
ences from  noise,  smoke  or  fumes.   (BRA  will  continue  mixed  uses, 
and  bus  station  is  going;  we   don't  have  this.) 


6.  Unsafe  congested,  poorly  designed,  or  otherwise 
deficient  streets.   (We  have  this.) 

7.  Inadequate  public  utilities  or  community  facilities 
contributing  to  unsatisfactory  living  conditions  or  economic 
decline.   {We  don't  have  this.) 

8.  Other  equally  significant  environmental  deficiencies." 

Thus  even  if  the  BRA  has  2  0%  deficient  buildings  in 
Parcels  A,  B,  and  C,  they  only  have  one  environmental  defect, 
and  this  caiinot  even  begin  to  qualify  as  a  renewal  area  (much 
less  a  clearance  area) . 

The  Federal  Guidelines  further  state: 

"In  a  built-up  project  area,  or  sizable  part  thereof, 
which  is  proposed  for  clearance  and  redevelopment,  one  of  the 

follov/ing  conditions  must  exist: 

1.  More  than  50%  of  the  buildings .. ,must  be  structurally 
substandard  to  a  degree  requiring  clearance  (criteria  set  out  below.) 

2.  More  than  20%  of  the  buildings  must  be  structurally 
substandard  to  a  degree  requiring  clearance,  and  additional  clear- 
ance, in  an  amount  bringing  the  total  to  more  than  50%  of  the 
buildings,  must  be  warranted  to  remove  ef f ectively . . . ( the  environ- 
mental deficiencies)" 


< 
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If  one  adheres  to  the  Federal  guidelines  on  which  the 
BRA  purports  to  rely,  then  the  clearance  of  this  area  is 
completely  unjustifiable,  50%  of  the  buildings  in  the  area 
are  not  structurally  substandard  to  a  degree  requiring  clearance 
and  that  according  to  the  BRA's  ovm    figures.   We  do  not  believe 
that  even  20%  qualify  for  that  classification.   And  in  any 
case,  the  ERA  fails  to  meet  the  Federal  test  that  "deficiencies 
...be  present  to  a  reasonable  degree  in  all  parts  of  the  area." 
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PUBLIC  PURPOSE 

If,  as  we  suggest,  there  is  no  sufficient  deterraination 
of  blight  in  the  area  concerned,  then  the  plan  does  not  conform 
to  Chapter  121-B  and  is  illegal.   It  would  also  follow  from  this 
that  the  plan  does  not  serve  a  public  purpose,  and  it  would  con- 
stitute an  unconstitutional  taking  to  exercise  the  power  of 
eminent  domain  in  its  furtherance. 

The  most  recent  statement  on  the  subject  by  our  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  comes  in  an  Opinion  of  the  Justices  in  1969  on 
a  proposed  stadium  plan.   The  Court  there  said  that  a  stadium 
project  could  be  for  a  public  purpose  "if  the  expenditure  of 
public  J-Unds ,  i-iiS  exoension  Oj-  pui-u-ic  powers,  and  exempuicns , 
and  the  use,  rental  and  operation  of  the  projects  are  adequately 
governed  by  appropriate  standards  and  principles  set  out  (in  that 
case)  in  the  legislation."   As  we  will  demonstrate  here,  there 
are  no  standards  and  principles  governing  the  use  of  public  funds 
and  exemptions  for  private  benefit. 

The  Court  went  on  to  say  that  a  stadium  was  "not  as 
clearly  and  directly  a  public  purpose  as  supplying  housing, 
slum  clearance,"  or  highways  and  schools,  where  general  guide- 
lines had  grown  up.   The  Court  concluded  that  "If  the  stadium  com- 
plex and  arena.. can  be  operated,  and  if  they  should  in  fact  be  operated, 
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so  as  in  effect  to  subsidize  private  organizations  operated  for 
profit,  then  the  facilities  could  not  be  said  to  exist  for  a 
public  purpose,  despite  the  type  of  legislative  declarations  ... 
made  in  (the  bill)." 

We  feel  this  reasoning  is  directly  applicable  here. 
Chapter  121-B  is  new,  and  the  taking  of  commercial  property  for 
the  benefit  of  other  private  commercial  interests  has  not  been 
tested.   Surely  it  is  not  the  sort  of  clear  public  purpose,  like 
housing,  slum  clearance,  roads  and  schools  which  the  Court  feels 
need  less  stringent  scrutiny.   As  we  will  point  out,  this  plan 
contains  a  multitude  of  subsidies  and  advantages  to  private 
organizations  operated  for  profit.   Under  the  plain  language  of 
the  opinion  cited,  this  project  is  not  a  public  purpose  and  all 
the  declarations  of  the  BRA  will  not  make  it  a  public  purpose. 

OTHER  DEFICIENCIES 

We  have  reviewed  what  the  planners  term  the  "basic  objectives" 
of  this  urban  renewal  plan.   The  Park  Square  Committee  has  tried 
to  demonstrate  that  the  BRA  has  failed  to  establish  "blight" 
sufficient  to  justify  the  wholesale  demolition  of  the  Park  Square 
area;  and  that  their  plan  is  based  on  a  twisted  rationale  that 
would  perm.it  the  taking  of  three  parcels  where  by  their  own  ex- 
aggerated figures  only  21%  of  the  buildings  are  substandard 
(warranting  clearance),  while  the  Combat  Zone  remains  unchanged 
far  into  the  future.   Unfortunately  these  are  not  the  only  short- 
comings of  this  scheme.  • 
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Under  the  plan,  the  BRA  proposes  to  acquire  some  14,00  0 
square  feet  of  parkland.   Yet  there  are  no  provisions  anywhere 
for  replacing  this  park  area.   Surely  park  replacement  would  be 
in  the  public  interest  and  is  one  of  the  cardinal  rules  of  today's 
city  planners. 

In  light  of  this  failure  to  make  any  provision  for  parkland 
replacement  or  for  the  development  of  new  recreational  areas  (aside 
from  an  arcade),  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  BRA  asks,  the 
City  to  put  its  name  to  a  resolution  stating: 

"The  Urban  Renewal  Plan  gives  due  consideration  to  the 
provision  of  adequate  park  and  recreational  areas  and  facilities, 
as  may  be  desirable  for  neighborhood  improvement,  with  special 
consideration  for  the  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  children 
residing  in  the  Project  Area."   Nowhere  in  the  BRA's  plan  or  in 
the  Letter  of  Intent  do  we  find  one  word  addressed  to  the  health, 
safety,  and  welfare  of  children  residing  in  the  'Project  Area." 
Which  children?   Those  who  reside  ther  nov;?  According  to  BRA 
statistics,  there  are  none.   And  if  there  were,  the  only  con- 
sideration this  plan  gives  them  is  eviction.   If  this  is  meant  to 
refer  to  those  who  may  someday  live  in  the  Project  Area,  again  no 
provisions  have  been  made  for  these. 

One  way  the  planners  could  have  shown  their  concern  for 
the  health,  welfare  and  safety  of  all  the  area  residents  would 
have  been  to  insure  adequate  public  transportation  to  those  in 
the  project  area.  Yet  here  is  another  example  of  the  very  care- 
less way  in  which  the  project  has  been  developed  on  paper.  In 
the  plan  there  is  painfully  meager  reference  to  subway  facilities. 
To  quote  the  BRA;  "Provision  shall  be  made  by  the  redeveloper  for 
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connections  to  subway  facilities  in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
Land  Use  Plan,  and  disposition  parcels  may  be  siibject  to  ease- 
ments and  other  rights  as  appropriate  therewith".   And  little 
wonder  when  the  Back  Bay  Association  reports  ("Back  Bay  Progress", 
p. 12)  that:   "this  project  coming  after  the  John  Hancock  complex 
will  intensify  the  heavy  load  on  the  Green  Line  transit  system 
which  is  already   at  the  point  of  breakdown" . 

There  are  additional  deficiencies  which  were  fully  out- 
lined in  the  Park  Square  Committee  presentation  before  the  City 
Council  which  included: 

-omission  of  reimbursement  provisions  for  relocation  of 
transportation  facilities  as  a  result  of  the  project. 

: __^Provisions  in  the  plan's  "Report  on  Minority  Group'. Consider- 

^:^--. -ations"  that  are  blatantly  discriminatory. 

-complete  disregard  of  the  pressing  problems  of  Boston's 
Chinese  community;which  is  located  across  the  street  from  parcel  E, 

-failure  to  provide  for  "citizen  participation'^  among  those 
affected  in  the  project  areas. 

The  Beacon  Hill  Association,  a  Massachusetts  historical 
society  and  other  civic  groups  have  expressed  their  concern  £±iout 
the  present  condition  of  both  the  Public  Garden  and  the  Common. 
They  have  emphasized  that  if  this  project  were  to  be  implemented, 
the  use  of  these  recreational  areas  would  be  intensified  and  would 
further  accelerate  the  deterioration  of  these  central  facilities. 

Nowhere  in  the  plan  is  there  adequate  provision  made  to 
remedy  this  situation. 

Had  the  ERA  been  properly  protecting  the  public  interest, 
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they  would  have  provided  in  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  for  the 
developer  tp  supply  the  funds  necessary  --  or  at  least  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  the  funds  necessairy  for  such  improvements 


TAXES 

I'That  V7ill  the  plan  if  adopted  cost  the  taxpayers  of  the 
city  of  Boston? 

Permit  the  Park  Square  Committee  to  cite  to  you  three 
examples  contained  in  the  plan  proposed  by  the  Redeveloprrient 
Authority: 

Real  Estate  Tax 

The  bra's  projection  says  taxes  will  go  from  $1.2  million 
to  $4.5  million. 

1.  Present  taxes  should  be  $2,274,000  instead  of  $1,359,000 
as  stated  by  the  BRA. 

2.  What  is  the  basis  for  $4.5  million? 

a.   The  project  will  cost  a  total  of  $256.8  million 
dollars..   It  should  be  worth  at  least  what  it  costs  to  build  it. 
when  it  is  done  (i.e.,  $266.8  million).   If  it  were  assessed  at 
50%  (surely  low  for  commercial  properry)  it  v/ould  be  assessed  at 
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$133.4  million.   Applying  the  1971  tax  rate  of  $174.40,  you  get 
normal  tax  of  $23,264,960  per  year.   Thus , the  city  isgiving  a  tax 
subsidy  or  write-down  every  year  to  the  developer  of  $18,764,960, 
or  more  than  80%,  if  it  gets  only  $4,5  million  in  taxes t 

b.  What  is  the  legal  permissibility  of  doing  this? 
Only  under  Chapter  121-A  can  they  get  a  tax  deal  like  this.   They 
have  suggested  in  the  letter  of  intent  that  they  may  go  121-A. 

If  they  choose  to,  they  must  satisfy  Chapter  121-A  procedures, 
and  we  say  this  will  require  starting  all  over  again  with  approvals. 
If  they  don't  go  121-A,  (and  if  Boston  Urban  Associates  or  other 
private  parties  own  land)  Chapter  59,  Section  38,  requires  full 
and  fair  cash  valuation  without  discrimination. 

Further,  the  Letter  of  Intent  filed  by  the  developer , provides 

that  he  will  review  proposals  with  the_  tax  assessor  and  "reach- an 

understanding".   Ajiy  such  understanding  v/ould  be  illegal,  and  open 
to  challenge  by  other  taxpayers.   From  this  section  it  v/ould  appear 
that  the  developers  are  relying  on  this  method  of  getting  an  $18.75 
million  annual  break! 

c.  Further,  property  held  by  the  BRA  is  exempt  from 
real  estate  taxation  under  Chapter  121B.   The  city  can  determine 

a  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes.   If  the  developers  lease  from  the  BRA, 
the  maximum  that  the  city  can  compel  in  taxes  is  the  present  or 
preacquisition  taxes,  except  from  any  increase  due  to  an  increase 
in  the  tax  rate.   One  assumes  that  the  $4.5  million  projected  by 
the  Authority  is  the  figure  that  they  expect  the  developer  to 
agree  to.    However,-  this  amount  would  be  less  than  one  fifth  of 
the  taxes  due  at  the  1971  tax  rate. 
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LAND 

1.  The  developer  and  the  Authority  have  allocated  $2  8 
million  for  the  cost  of  land  acquisition,  demolition,  site  pre- 
paration, and  relocation.   They  speak  in  various  documents  of  a 
bond  issue  of  $30  million  to  cover  these  costs.   It  appears  from 
all  the  documents  and  testimony  that  the  feasibility  of  the  entire 
project  depends  upon  the  cost  of  these  items  not  exceeding  these 
figures. 

2.  The  phases  of  the  project  which  Urban  is  undertaking 
to  develop  include  440,860  square  feet. 

3.  The  best  information  we  have  indicates  that  the  land 
in  this  area  is  worth  $100  or  more  per  square  foot.   If  true, 
this  would  mean  a  land  acquisition  cost  in  excess  of  $44  million. 
The  BRA  has  not  made  available  to  us  the  basis  for  their  land 
value  estimates.   The  BRA  has  stated  in  testimony  that  the  land 
averages  $6  0  to  $70  per  square  foot  in  value.   Taking  this  figure 
of  $70,  we  already  have  a  naked  land  cost  of  30.8  million.   This 
figure  does  not  include  the  costs  of  demolition,  site  preparation, 
and  relocation.   On  its  face,  the  projection  cannot  com.e  within 
the  limit  upon  which  the  feasibility  of  the  project  is  predicated . 

4.  The  real  land  cost  scheme  is,  of  course,  different. 
The  developer  will  proceed  first  with  Parcel  A.   Forty-five  per- 
cent of  Parcel  A  are  city  streets,  totaling  130,000  square  feet. 
The  BRA  proposes  to  sell  this  land  to  the  developer  for  a  maximum 
of  $2  million.   At  $70  per  square  foot  this  land  should  be  worth 
$9.1  million. 
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GRANTS  IN  AID 

The  Redevelopment  Authority  has  advised  that  the  total 
direct  cost  to  the  taxpayers  in  the  form  of  grants  in  aid  for 
acquisition  of  land  and  construction  of  new  streets,  demolition, 
legal  and  financing  costs,  and  utilities  will  by  $6.5  or  $6.8 
million. 

However,  under  the  proposed  Cooperation  Agreement  between  the 

^ity  of  Boston  and  the  BRA,  the  city  agrees  upon  demand  by  the 

Authority  to  pay  the  /authority  such  additional  grants  in  aid  as 

may  be  necessary. 

Further,  the  city  has  been  advised  by  the  Authority  that 

all  but  $250,000  of  that  money  will  be  recaptured  from  the  developer 

as  follows : 

-Land  disposition  $3,285,000 

(Despite  the  fact  that  the  Letter  of  Intent 
says  that  the  developer  may  be  obligated 
to  pay  only  $2  million) 

-"Short  term"  repayment  to  the  city  $3,250,000 

However,  the  Letter  of  Intent  makes  clear  that  the  "short 

term"  may  be  thirteen  years  --  and  that  even  that  obligation  is 

subject  to  the  availability  of  funds  to  make  such  payment  after 

all  operating  costs,  debt  service  and  other  payments  to  outside 

Boston  Urban  Associal 
lenders  and  investors.   Since  under  the  Letter  of  Intent,  /is 

free  to  assign  portions  of  the  project  to  joint  ventures,  such 

joint  ventures  would  first  be  entitled  to  "profits",  thus  giving 

rise  to  the  possibility  that  there  will  be  no  funds  available  to 

make  such  payments. 
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LOSS  OF  VALUES  DURING  THE  PERIOD  OF  THE  PLAN. 

An  analysis  of  the  phasing  of  this  project  contained  in 
the  proposed  Letter  of  Intent  indicates  that  this  portion  of  the 
project  will  be  dragged  out  over  a  ten-year  period. 

While  there  have  been  representations  and  assurances  that 
there  will  not  be  demolition  with  land   lying  fallov/  or  used  as 
parking  lots,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  BRA' s  plan  does 
permit  such  use. 

Further,  the  phasing  of  this  plan  is  such  that  the  owners 
and  tenants  remaining  in  ve-rious  parcels  would  be  blighted  by 
the  prospect  of  eventual  taking  and  the  property  and  their  incomes 
would  inevitably  be  depressed  as  a  consequence.   As  a  direct  result, 
the  city  is  certain  to  lose  tax  revenues. 

FAILURE  TO  PROTECT  THE  PUBLIC  INTEPJSST 

Hidden  costs  —  difficult  to  assess  in  terms  of  dollars  — 
may  be  seen  in  the  failure  of  the  Authority  both  within  the  BRA's 
plan  and  in  the  developer' s Letter  of  Intent  to  properly  protect 
the  public  interest. 

For  example ,  in  the  plan : 

1.  There  is  no  provision  requiring  the  Fair  Market  Value 
to  be  paid  upon  the  sale  of  land  to  the  developer. 

2.  There  is  no  provision  requiring  the  developer  to  pay 
the  costs  of  $6.8  million  that  may  be  incurred  for  the 
so-called  pi±)lic  improvements. 

3.  There  is  nothing  requiring  the  replacement  of  park  land. 
Further,  an  analysis  of  the  Letter  of  Intent  reveals  a  wholesale 
failure  to  adequately  protect  the  public  interest.   The  Park  Square 
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Coinmittee  notes  at  least  twenty-one  instances  of  such  defects. 

In  some  instances  important  decisions  are  proposed  to  be 
vested  in  the  Director  alone  rather  than  in  the  Authority  or  the 
Mayor  or  the  City  Council, 

In  other  instances  Urban  is  given  inconceivable  authority 
and  power  over  matters  affecting  public  policy.   They  are  given 
control  over  changes  in  the  plan  such  as  the  relocation  of  the 
proposed  office  tower  and  the  sub-division  of  the  project  area. 

The  power  of  decision-making  is  vested  in  the .promoter—not    - 

the  holders  of  the  public  trust.   A  cloud  is  left  upon  the  right 
of  the  Authority  in  the  event  of  a  default  by  the  developer  to 
freely  select  another  developer  to  complete  other  portions  of  the 
project. 

Financing  is  at  the  discretion  of  the  developer. 

The  developer  will  decide  whether  it  wishes  to  purchase 
or  lease  land  in  the  project  area. 

Even  hardship  cases  v/herein  earlier  acquisition  may  be 
demonstrated  would  be  desirable  have  been  handed  over  to  the 
discretion  of  the  developer.   Preference  in  leasing  apparently 
favoring  relocation  of  tenants  within  the  project  is  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  developer,  not  the  BRA. 

Relocation  payments  and  benefits  have  been  compromised. 

The  liquidated  damages  provision  is  totally  inadequate. 

TAKINGS 

Should  this  plan  be  adopted  and  the  power  and  eminent  domain 
be  used,  the  carrying  out  of  those  powers  would  be  vested  as  a 
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practical  matter  in  the  developer  —  not  in  pijblic  authorities. 

In  a  wholesale  abrogation  of  public  responsibility,  the 
BRA  gives  up  rights  to  the  developers  on  negotiations,  settlements, 
payments,  appraisals,  and  even  hardship  cases. 

RELOCATION 

Several  chapters  of  urban  renewal  law  specifically 
require  the  BRA  to  present  a  plan  for  relocation  of  affected 
businesses. 

Not  later  than  one  month  before  the  date  of  acquisition 
the  BRA  must  submit  to  the  Bureau  of  Relocation  (within  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  Development)  a  relocation  plan  showing 
the  needs  of  those  persons  and  businesses  displaced  and  the 
availability  of  relocation  space  "within  their  means."   Before 
any  acquisition  is  made,  except  in  cases  of  hardship,  the 
relocation  plan  must  be  approved  by  the  Bureau. 

The  Plan  approved  by  the  BRA  contains  a  section  on  re- 
location which  speaks  only  in  the  broadest  generalities ,  express- 
ing hopes  that  "difficulties  of  relocation"  will  be  minimized 
and  "undue  hardship"  prevented.   No  relocation  plan  is  presented. 
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PLAN  FEASIBILITY 


Bonds 


The  only  really  concrete  financing  plan  put  forth  by  the 
Developer  is  the  use  of  a  bond  issue  or  issues  to  finance  the  land 
acquisition  and  the  residential  construction.   Although  the  discussion 
in  the  Letter  of  Intent  is  sketchy  and  confusing,  it  appears  that 
there  may  be  more  than  one  bond  issue,  one  tax-exempt  and  one  non-tax- 
exempt.   It  seems  clear,  however,  from  the  Plan  itself  that  only  one 
bond  issue  is  proposed  —  and  that  one  tax-free. 

The  Letter  of  Intent  states  that  so-called  industrial  development 
bonds  are  tax-exempt  under  Sec.  103  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 
This  is  not  so  except  in  the  instance  where  substantially  all  the 
industrial  bond  proceeds  are  used  for  the  allowed  purposes  found  in 
Sec.  103  (c)  (4)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.   The  applicable  use 
here  is  the  provision  of  residential  housing. 

In  short,  if  the  Developer  intends  to  have  the  Authority  issue 
tax-free  bonds,  then  the  proceeds  from  these  bonds  must  be  devoted 
exclusively  to  the  residential  housing  aspect  of  the  project  since, 
clearly,  it  is  not  possible  to  use  the  proceeds  of  the  tax-exempt 
bonds  to  acquire  all  of  the  project  property  plus  carry  out  demolition 
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)        and  relocation  and  still  have  substantially  all  of  the  bond  issue 
available  for  residential  housing  in  order  to  preserve  its  tax- 
exempt  status. 

The  bond  issue  is  so  inadequately  detailed  in  all  of  the 
financial  documentation  that  it  raises  more  questions  than  it 
answers,  and  the  Authority  should  not  be  permitted  to  enter  into 
its  first  public  bond  issue  without  full  and  detailed  disclosure 
and  documentation  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  bond  as  well 
as  sufficient  information  to  satisfy  the  Council  that  these  bonds 
may  be  legally  issued  and  v\7ill  qualify  under  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  Developer  has  informed  the 
Municipal  Research  Board  that  it  has  not  applied  to  the  Internal 
. Revenue  Service  for  a  ruling  on  the  tax-exempt  status  of  the  bonds 
This  will  mean  a  further  delay  in  the  issuance  of  these  bonds 
assuming  a  favorable  and  speedy  ruling  and  a  further  delay,  of 
course,  works  a  greater  hardship  upon  those  owning  property  in 
the  Project  Area. 

As  we  have  stated,  no  tax-exempt  status  for  such  bonds  may 
be  had  if  the  bonds  are  to  be  used  for  acquisition,  demolition 
and  relocation  for  the  entire  site. 

AS  TO  THE  OTHER  AREAS,  NO  CLEAR  FINANCING  PLAIsI  HAS  BEEN 
ADVANCED.   There  is  only  the  generalized  bond  discussion  in  the 
Letter  of  Intent,  and  it.  seems  on  balance  that  this  is  intended 
to  be  just  a  further  discvission  of  the  tax-exempt  issue.   One  is 
forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Developer  has  no  plans  for 
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financing  the  land  or  doing  the  demolition  and  relocation  outside 
of  the  residential  Project  Area. 

As  for  the  financing  of  the  hotel,  office  and  retail  space 
and  office  tower,  the  Developer  is  equally  vague  and  general 
about  the  source  of  financing  for  these  projects.   Mere  letters 
of  consideration,  supported  by  vague  "expression  of  interest"  do 
not  constitute  financial  plans  such  as  should  be  expected  and 
demanded  from  a  person  or  group  proposing  to  be  named  Developer 
of  a  large  tract  of  downtown  Boston  with  the  support  of  public 
agencies  and  the  power  of  eminent  domain.   The  public  is  entitled 
to  a  firm,  concrete,  detailed  and  reasonable  financial  plan.   To 
date,  they  have  received  none. 
BENEFITS  TO  PKOMOTERS 

Based  on  the  financial  data  available  to  the  Park  Square 
Committee,  there  is  a  very  serious  question  as  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  equity  funding  and  the  fairness  of  the  return  to  the 
developers  based  on  their  proposed  equity  scheme.   Given  the  crucial 
importance  to  the  public  of  this  financial  matter,  full  disclosure 
of  all  equity  arrangements  and  expected  rates  of  return  as  well  as 
financial  techniques  and  vehicles  to  be  used  should  be  an  absolute 
essential  to  any  approval  by  the  Council. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Letter  of  Intent  the  developer  is 
required  to  post  a  total  of  $500,000.00  in  deposits  V7ith  the 
Authority.   These  deposits  are  required  at  intervals  ranging  from: 

1.  Selection  as  Developer  ($25,000.00) 

2.  Execution  of  the  land  disposition  agreement  - 
$250,000.00. 
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It  should  be  pointed  out  that  only  $100,000.00  of  this  is 
cash  with  the  reraaining  $400,000.00  by  way  of  letters  of  credit 
from  banks,  about  which  we  are  told  nothing. 

What  other  benefits  are  the  developers  being  given  at 
the  taxpayer's  expense? 

In  short,  the  developer  gets  to  control  the  project  in 
every  material  and  siibstantial  aspect  while  remaining  insulated 
from  virtually  all  financial  risk  and  responsibility. 

We've  already  discussed  the  substantial  land  write-down 
on  the  city  owned  land  to  be  conveyed  to  the  developer.   Further, 
the  developer  gets  to  control  all  negotiations  with  the  City 
assessing  department  involving  both  the  assessments  on  the  project 
and  the  in  lieu  payments  on  city  owned  property  where  those  pay- 
ments aren't  set  by  statute. 

The  developer  also  gets  to  veto  all  settlements  with 
owners  for  private  acquisition  without  condemnation  proceedings 
and  to  veto  all  authority  hiring  of  appraisers  and  outside  counsel. 

The  developer  finally  is  protected  by  allowing  the  city 
to  look  only  to  the  project  and  not  to  the  developer  for  the  add- 
itional $3  million  i^  payments  promised  to  the  .city  at  the  end  of 
the  project. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  benefit  to  the  developer,  however, 
comes  from  the  lease  arrangements  detailed  in  the  Letter  of  Intent. 

Under  these  terms ,  the  developer  gets  the  right  to  buy 
the  Fee  of  all  the  land  in  the  project  either  at  the  time  the  bonds 
mature  or  at  any  time  it  chooses  for  a  sum  equal,  to  the  face  amoxont 
of  the  bonds.   Since  the  face  amount  of  the  bonds  is  set  at  the  1971 
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land  acquisition  costs  plus  the  present  construction  costs  of  the 
iitiprovenaents  (buildings,  etc.)^  the  developer  is  being  given  the 
right  to  buy  land  in  the  future  at  the  present  cost  of  acquisition 
plus  improvement. 

Assuming  a  20  or  40-year  bond  life  and  a  mere  5%  inflation 
per  year  in  land  value,  it  can  easily  be  seen  that  the  developers 
have  been  given  more  than  the  "Crown  Jewels". 

Add  to  this  the  enormous,  almost  incalculable,  value  added 
by  assembly  of  the  parcels — g-'-^^  ^^^   value  of  the  improvements-- 
and  it  becomes  plain  that  the  right  to  buy  this  land  in  the  future 
for  a  price  pegged  at  its  present  value,  plus  present  value  of  im- 
provements,  represents  a  potential  gain  to  the  developer  that  is 
out  of  all  proportion  to  their  commitment  and  even  to  what  would 
constitute  a  fa.ir  ar>d    reasonable  profit  on  a  public  project.   This 
ingenious  scheme  which  benefits  the  developers--not  the  public-- 
does  not  appear  in  the  BRA's  plan.   It  is  buried  in  the  developers 
Letter  of  Intent. 

The  authority  which  approved  this  Letter  of  Intent  has 
endorsed  a  giveaway  program. 

Over  and  above  the  guaranteed  right  to  purchase  under  the 
lease  terms,  the  developers  also  get  the  enormous  advantage  of 
leasing  the  property  from  the  authority  with  the  attendant  tax 
benefits  of  Section  16  of  Chapter  121B  of  the  General  Laws.   The 
developers  will  make  in  lieu  tax  payments  to  the  city.  These  in  lieu  pay- 
ments, after  the  assembly  and  substantial  improvement  of  this  property, 
will  be  frozen  at  the  pre-assembly ,  pre-improvement  level  by  means 
of  this  lease  device,  instead  of  being  levied  at  the  value  of  the 
property  following  improvement. 
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Finally,  under  the  Letter  of  Intent,  the  developers  must  be 
able  to  buy  this  land  for  less  than  $2,000,000  or  it  is  no  longer 
obligated  to  go  through  with  the  project.   In  fact,  the  Authority  adroits 
that  the  fair  value  is  at  least  $7  million,  not  $2  million. 

Further,  the  developer  has  a  liquidated  damages  clause  that 
limits  the  Authority  to  the  amount  of  deposit  in  the  event  of 
breach.   This  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  good  faith.   It  is  a  break 
of  the  public  trust.   It  is  a  fraud  upon  the  taxpayers. 

This  provision,  like  all  the  others,  is  not  in  the  public 
interest.   The  BRA  has  already  represented  that  the  City  would 
recoup  $3  million  of  the  $6.8  million  (  or  more)  needed  for  public 
improvements.   This  is  a  blatant  misrepresentation.   They  have  pro- 
posed a  scheme  which  permits  the  developer  to  bJ,eed  the  project 
through  the  device  of  joint  ventures  so  that  such  payments 
may  never   in  fact  be  made . 


EMINENT  DOMAIN 

Chapter  121B,  4  8  provides  for  State  review.   The  Department 
of  Comiriunity  Affairs  shall  not  approve  unless  it  conforms 
to  the  general  plan  and  "the  department  shall  likewise  not  approve 
.  .  .  unless  it  shall  have  found:   (a)  the  project  area  would 
not  by  private  enterprise  alone  and  without  either  government 
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subsidy  or  the  exercise  of  governmental  powers  be  made  available 
for  urban  renewal;  (b)  the  proposed  land  uses  and  building  re- 
quirements in  the  project  area  will  afford  maximum  opportunity 
to  privately  finance  urban  renewal  consistent  v;ith  the  sound  needs 
of  the  locality  as  a  whole;  (c)  the  financial  plan  is  sound;  (d) 
the  project  area  is  a  decadent,  substandard  or  blighted  open  area; 
(e)  that  the  urban  renewal  pliui  is  sufficiently  complete,  and  (f) 
the  relocation  plan  has  been  approved  under  Chapter  79-A." 

Clearly,  it  v/ould  be  an  exercise  in  futility  for  the  city  to 
apply  different  standards  or  lesser  ones  and  approve  a  plan  which 
could  not  pass  these  state  requirements.   And  this  plan  cannot. 

Requirement  (c)  is  that  the  financial  plan  be  found  sound. 
There  is  no  financial  plan  for  half  the  project.   It  cannot  be 
■  found  sound  if  it  cannot  be  found. 

TAXATION 

Chapter  59,  Section  38,  of  the  General  Lr'vs  of  the  Coram.on- 
wealth,  requires  full  and  fair  cash  valuation  without  dis- 
crimination. 

The  Letter  of  Intent  provides  that  the  developers  will  review 
proposals  with  the  tax  assessor  and  "reach  an  understanding". 

Any  such  understanding  would  be  illegal,  and  open  to  challenge 

by  other  taxpayers.  The  Developers  are  relying  on  this  method  of 

getting  an  $18.75  million  annual  break. 
PUBLIC  PURPOSES 

The  standards  for  what  is  a  public  purpose  justifying  the  taking 

of  private  property  by  eminent  domain  were  set  forth  by  Chief  Justice 

Qua  in  the  case  of  Allydonn  Realty  Corp.  versus  Holyoke  Housing 

Authority.   The  criteria  he  laid  down  follows: 
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1.  "whether  the  benefit  is  available  on  equal  terms  to  the 
entire  public  in  the  locality  affected.  " 

Clearly,  here  it  is  not;  small  developers,  who  have  long 
been  trying  to  take  part  for  years,  are  shut  out  for  a  large  and 
anonymous  combine. 

2.  "whether  the  service  or  commodity  supplied  is  one  needed 
by  all  or  by  a  large  number  of  the  public." 

Again,  clearly  not .  What  vve  have  tere  are  luxury  apartirente  at  $33O-$770  f  or 
the  fe.v7;  a  luxury  convention  hotel  for  the  out-of-town  executive 
trade;  expensive  specialty  shops  paying  rents  the  present  retail 
users  cannot  afford. 

3.  "Whether  the  enterprise  bears  directly  or  ircimediatelv . 
or  only  remotely  and  circumstantially,  upon  the  public  welfare." 

Directly,  the  public  suffers  as  the  result  cf  tex  Idssbs  in  the  short  run 
and  the  eviction  of  established  businesses  emiploying  thousands. 
Indirectly,  the  public  suffers  through  extended  tax  Vfrite-cffe;  the  sacrifice 
of  the  little  man  for  the  benefit  of  the  large  interests  and  a  mono- 
lithic high-rise  wall  sealing  off  the  Common  from  the  South  End, 
South  Cove  and  Chinatown. 

4.  "Whether  the  need  to  be  m et  in  its  nature  requires  united 
effort  under  unified  control,  or  can  be  served  as  well  by  separate 
individual  competition.  " 

Here,  the  need  could  be  far  better  met,  as  the  federal  guide- 
lines suggest,  by  limited  demolition,  rehabilitation  and  individual 
private  development. 
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5.  "VJhether  private  enterprise  has  in  the  past  failed  or 
succeeded  in  supplying  the  want  or  in  eradicating  the  evil." 

In  parcels  A,  B  and  C,  there  is  no  want  or  evil  in  these 
terms.   Private  enterprise  has  been  trying  for  years  to  redevelop 
the  area,  and  has  been  frustrated  by  the  totalitarian  approach  of 
the  BRA. 

6.  "Whether,  in  so  far  as  benefits  accrue  to  individuals, 

the  whole  of  society  has  an  interest  in  having  those  individuals 

benefited. " 

The  whole  of  society  cannot  be  said  to  have  an  interest  in  the 
personal  gain  of  the  developers. 

7.  "Whether  a  proposed  extension  of  governmental  activity 

is  in  line  with  the  historical  development  of  the  Commonwealth 
and  with  the  general  purposes  of  its  founders." 

It  is  surely  a  twist  in  the  historical  development  of  the 
Commonwealth  when  the  public  power  can  be  put  behind  a  scheme  of 
private  enrichment  at  the  expense  of  particular  citizens  and  the 
taxpayers  at  large.   If  this  new  departure  of  the  BRA  is  endorsed 
here,  it  will  be  used  again  and  again  in  any  neighborhood  of  the 
city. 

8.  "Whether  it  will  be  necessary  to  use  public  ways  or  to 
invoke  the  power  of  eminent  domain." 

Here  it  would  be  necessary  to  do  so. 

9.  Whether  a  special  emergency  exists,  such  as  may  be 
grought  about  by  was  or  public  calamity. 

The  only  special  emergency  of  which  we  are  aware  is  the  lack 
of  federal  funds  (which  the  Commonwealth  survived  without  for  its 
first  three  hundred  years)  and  the  impecuniousness  of  the  BR?v. 
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ALTBRNATIVES 

As  we've  stated  at  the  beginning,  the  73  owners  and  tenants 
whom  we  represent  stand  ready  and  willing  to  cooperate  with  the 
Mayor  and  other  responsible  city  officials  to  effectuate  an  up- 
grading, rehabilitation  and  rebuilding  of  the  Park  Square  area, 
whether  by  private  enterprise  or  a  combination  of  public  action 
and  private  enterprise. 

We  believe  the  aspiration  for  revitalization  of  the  Park 
Square  area  expressed  by  many  in  the  community  can  be  achieved 
through  cooperative  efforts,  lawfully  undertaken. 

What  is  needed  is  for  the  community  to  work  cooperatively 
with  the  Mayor  and  for  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  recognize 
and  accept  the  legitimate  interests  and  needs  of  those  within  the 
area  which  are  protected  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state 
and  Federal  governments . 

For  example,  there  are  undoubtedly  public  improvements  which 
can  and  should  be  provided.   Funding  for  those  improvements  such 
as  new  lighting,  new  streets,  utilities  and  the  like  may  well  have 
to  be  provided  through  the  avathorization  of  a  bond  issue. 

Every  effort  should  be  made  through  private  enterprise  to 
insure  new  building,  particularly  in  the  open  areas. 

We  have  seen,  as  in  the  example  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank, 
that  it  is  possible  to  assemble  parcels  to  provide  sites  for 
fidditional  new  building  through  the  initiative  of  private  enter- 
prise. 

We  urge  that  the  city  re-examine  the  policy  v/hich  somewhere 
was  initially  adopted  requiring  that  this  grandiose  enterprise  be 
undertaken  by  a  single  developer.   That  prem.ise  alone  which  required 
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a  developer  capable  of  financing  a  project  betv/een  $2  50  and  $50  0 
million  at  a  minimum  excluded  scores  of  local  developers  and 
others  who  might  otherwise  be  willing  to  undertake  to  refurbish 
and  revitalize  the  area. 

There  can  be  no  justification,  and  there  is  no  necessity, 
for  insistence  upon  a  single  developer  given  the  current  economic 
conditions.   Financial  feasibility  would  be  enhanced  by  the  par- 
celization  of  the  area  as  has  been  done  in  many  other  successful 
projects  within  this  city  --  notably  the  Government  Center. 

The  Park  Square  Comirdttee  wishes  to  reiterate,  particularly 
bearing  in  mind  the  inherent  legal  and  financial  obstacles,  that 
every  effort  should  be  made  to  involve  present  owners  of  land 
within  the  area  in  any  revitalization  undertaking.   Rehabilitation 
■  in  many  instances  could  undou.btedly  be  achieved  or  at  least  the 
legal  obstacles  overcome  by  such  a  creative  cooperative  undertaking. 
Ultimately,  the  benefits  envisioned  by  the  Mayor  for  the 

city  could  be  actualized  v/ithout  the  hardship  and  suffering  which 
the  present  plan  so  indiscriminately  and  unlav/fully  places  upon 
existing  owners  and  tenants. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  most  urgent  need  is  the 
renev/al  and  redevelopment  of  ParceD.s  D  and  E  v;hich  are  universally 
recognized  to  be  in  fact  a  blighted  and  decadent  area.   That  is  why 
for  a  decade  Parcel  D  has  been  called  the  Hinge  Block. 

We  call  upon  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  concciitrate  its 
efforts  upon  Parcels  D  and  E  v;hich  may  undo\ibtedly  be  the  subject 
of  a  lav/ful  renewal  program. 

In  that  connection  we  would  hope  that  the  Redevelopment 
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Authority  would  not  be  blinded  to  the  needs  of  the  Chinese 
community.   That  community  has  suffered  and  continues  to  suffer 
enormous  hardship.   Its  housing  needs  are  urgent.   They  have  been 
victimized  too  long.   If  the  Authority  would  open  its  eyes  to  the 
needs  of  the  Chinese  community  --  especially  for  housing   —  and 
would  seek  the  cooperation  of  MHFA,  the  feasibility  of  renewal 
for  Parcels  D  and  E  would  become  immediately  apparent. 

The  owners  and  tenants  '  of  the  Park  Square  Cominittee  have 
already  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  irresponsible  proposal  in  tl^ie 
form  of  the  present  plan.   The  city  and  the  Authority  and  other 
developers  have  spent  untold  thousands  of  dollars  in  what  must  be 
seen  as  a  futile  endeavor. 

We  have  petitioned  the  City  Council  to  reject  the  present 
plan.   If  that  is  done,  an  opportunity  will  be  recreated  for  the 
city,  the  Authority,  and  the  community  to  work  together  tov/ard 
constructive  ends . 

The  alternatives  are  grim  indeed.   Let  us  not  spend  further 
time  and  money  or  burden  the  state  or  the  courts  with  prolonged 
and  expensive  litigation  that  can  only  result  three  or  four  years 
later  in  the  postponement  of  an  opportunity  for  the  improvement 
of  our  city. 

#  #  # 


